
Kay Beams I FCC-MAILROOM I 
9539 Hartford Circle, Eden Pra- 

November 1,2005 1059 AM 

Senator Mark Dayton 
U.S. Senate 
123 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dayton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 6om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kay Beams 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 114AM 

Senator Rick SantONm 
U.S. Senate 
511 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051O-oOo1 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint L r d  on Universal Senrice CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Ssntorum: 

I haveserious concern regarding theFederal 6mmunications6mmissions'(KC) poaition to change the Un ive rd  Sewice 
Fund (USF)coll~tion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of yourconatituent., including me, my friends, family and ne&,*, 
willbeaegat i~elg impacted by theunfa i zchangepropd  by tbeKC. 

Asyouknow,USFiscunentlycollfftedonarevenuebaais. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If t heKCchanges  
that sqstemtoatlattee, that meanathatsomeonewhousesonetho-dminuteoamonthof long distance,pays themme 
amount intothe Lndassomeonewhousm~rominutRlof longdistancearnontb 6nstituentswhouaetheirlimitedrmoul.ces 
wisely should not be penalizedfordoing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-dume long distance wers,  like students, prepaid w i d e l e a r  uaeq aenioz citizens and low- 
income residential and rural conmmera, togiveup their phones due tounallordable monthly increases on their bi lk  Shifting 
thefundingburdsnoftheUSF komhiahvolumetolow-~lumeusemiaradicsl andunn-my. In addition, it would havea 
h&y detrimental effect on small busineases all acrm America, 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichlamamemhel:k-meinformedabout theUSFismewithmonthly newslettersandup 
to date information on their website, inclding linka to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not r-ire 
companies toremwar,or"pasJalong"thmefes totheil.customers,the~~ity iathat they do. AsaconsumerIwouldlikeensureI 
amchargedfairly. If theKCg-toanumhera t~ed,mqaervicewillcastmore. Anda-ding totheCoalition'arecent 
meetingswith topKCofficials, theEChasp1anana tochange toaf la t  feesystem won and without legislation. 

l ~ l c o n t i n u ~ t o m o n i t o ~ d e v e l o p m e n t ~ o n t h e ~ u e ~ d ~ o n t i ~ u e t ~ ~ ~ ~ d t h e w o ~ d  tomycommunitg. I~eguest you- 
along my concernsto theKConmybehelf,lettingthemknowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisp,opo~ionately affectthosein your 
constituency. 

Thank you for yourcontinuedwork and1 look forward to hearing about yourposition on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Debra Cramer 

cc: 
The Federal Gmmunications Commission 



November 1,2005 1054 AM 

Representative Rob Simmons 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2 15 Cannon House Office Building 
Wgshington, DC 20515-0001 

9- 
Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

rc 
Dear Representative Simmons: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my sends,  family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, . .  the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and wiihout legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Edie Chernack 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November I ,  2005 1123 AM 

Senator Richard Lugar 
US.  Senate 
306 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lugar: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. ShiAing the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a bighly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

linda johnson 
. . ,  

cc: . ,  , . , 
The Federal Communications Cq+&ssion 



November I ,  2005 11:34 AM 

Senator Richard Lugar 
U.S. Senate 
306 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Lugar: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would. have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Nelson 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Carol Brandert 
746 Manchester Road , S w  

November 1,2005 11:33 AM 

Senator Pat Roberts 
U.S. Senate 
109 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Roberts: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Brandeft 

. ,  

, , ,  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 30,2005 10:38 PM 

Representative Ernest lstook 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2404 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Istook 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your cootinued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Aha Pettit 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 1,2005 10:55 AM 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
U.S. Senate 
309 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the hnd  as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Margaret Lloyd 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



JAN - 4 2006 

FCC - MAILROOM 

November 1,2005 11 : 12 AM 

DOC;{: j i . 1 ~ ; :  ( ' J I ~ , , /  , I  

Senator Russell Feingold 
US.  Senate 
506 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feingold: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

George E. Soergel 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 11:32 AM 

Senator Richard Burr 
U S .  Senate 
2 17 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 IO-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Burr: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and nual consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

G .  A 

cc: . ,  

The Federal Communications Commission 
( . I  I 

,.. . 

. , I , . "  



I RECEIVED &4NSPECTED I 
JAN - 4 2006 

405 Forest Park Circle, Lngwcd, FL 3'2779-5876 

November 1,2W 1138 AM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
USSenate 
716 Hart SenateOfficeBuilding 
Washington. Dc ~ l O - o O o 1  

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal ServiceCC h k e t  96-45 

Dar Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns reearding the Federal Communications Commisaiona' K C )  position to change the U n i v e d  Service 
Fund (USF)collection method toa monthly f lat  fee. Many of youx constituent+ including me, my frienJa,family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by theunfair change propased by theFCC. 

As you know,USFiscunentlycollectedonare~nuebaJis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
thatsystem toaflatfee,that meansthat sommnewhou~onethowandminutesamonthof longdiatance,payathesame 
amount intothefundassommnewhou~ zerominutesof longdistanceamonth. Canatituentswbouse their limitedresour- 
wisely should not be p e n a l i d  for doing so. 

A flat fee tsxcould cause many low-volumelong distance users, like studenta,prepaid wirelessuser4seniorcitirens and low- 
income residential and rural consumers, togiveup their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from hi& volume to low-volume usera is radical and unn-y. In addition. it would have a 
h i h l y  detrimental effect on small businesses all acrooIyI America. 
TheKeepUSFFail.Coalition,ofwhichIamamembe~,keepsmeinfonnedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettenandup 
to date information on their webite. inclu&ng links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
mmpaniestoIecover;or"passalong'thesefees totheil.customen,the~~ityisthat they do. AsaconsumerIwauldlikeenaureI 
amchargedfairly. IftheFCCg-toanumbers taxd,mysenricewillmst more. AndaccordingtotheCoalitionbrecent 
meetingswitb topFCCofficial+theFCChasplanstochangetoaflatfeesystemswnandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonito,developmentsontheisaueandcontinueto~~adthewordtomycommunity. Irequest youpass 
alongmyconcemstotheFCConmy behalflettingthemknowhowaflat feetsxcoulddiap~oportionatelyaffect th-in your 
constituency. 

Thank you fo,y~~=ontinuedworkandllwkfo~ard tohearing about yourposition on thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Kathy Skilton 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

c 



NwemLr 1, '203 11:44 AM 

. i. 
jl , .  

Reprwntative Brim Higgins 

431 Cannon House Office Budding 
US. Houae of Representatives 

Washington, Dc 2ct5l5-ooo1 

i ..#,,;,..' 

':+ 
" T  

Subject:Rw.Federd-State Joint BoardonUnivetsalSenriceCCDocket 96-45 

v L Daar Representative H a i n s :  

I haveaeriouaconcerns regarding theFederal Communications Gmmiasiond (FCC)p i t ion  tochange the Universal Service 
Fund(USDrollectionmethod toamonthly flat fee. Many of your ronstituents,including me, my friendafamdy andneighbors. 
willbe negatively impacted by t h e u n f a i r c h a n g e p r o ~ b y  theFCC. 

As you know,USFbcunentlycollectedonaI.evenuebasis. Psoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. IftheFCCchanges 
that system toaflat  fee, that meam that someonewhouses one thousandminutesamonthof longdistance,pays thesame 
amount intothefundassomeonewhowesre~ominutesoflongdista~ceamonth Conatituentawbouse theirlimitedresources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

Aflat feetaxcouldcausemany I-~~lumeloqjdistmceuser~likestudentspr~dwi~elessusers,seniorciti~nsandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly incr- on their hills Shiftiqj 
the funding burden of the USF from hi& volume to low-volume umrs is radical and unn-rg. In addition, it would have a 
h & l y  detrimental effect on small businesses all acrm America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whichlama me&r,k-meinfomed&ut tbeUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinfomationon the i rweb i tq idud ing  links toFCCinfomation. Whilelamaware that federal lawdoesnot require 
companiestor-~~,oor"passalong"thesefeestothei~cuatomers,ther~ity isthat they do. Asa~onsumerIwouldlikeensureI 
amchargedfeirly. If theFCCgoestoanumLro taxed,my servicewillcost more. AndaccordingtotheCoalition'sI.ecent 
meetingswithtopFCCofficials,theFCChasplanstochangetoaflatfeesystemsmnandwithoutlegialation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentson thebsueandcontinueto~r~dthewordtomycommunity. Irequest y o u p  
alongmyroncernatotheFCConmybehallletting them knowhowaflat feetaxroulddisproportionately affect thmeinyour 
constituency. 

~mkyouforyou~rontinuedwo~kandIlookforwardtohearingabout yourp i t ionon  thismatter 

Sincerely, 

Rabert L e  Jr. 

cc: 

The Federal Communisationq Commission 



Stephanie z inove&fm - MAILROOM I 
752 East Main St. , Somerset, PA 15501 

November I ,  2005 10:58 AM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
US. Senate 
71 I Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited Iesources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on.this matter 

Sincerely, 

Stephanie Zinovenko 

cc: , 

The Federal Communications Commission 
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November 30,2005 11:05 PM 

Mark Lacivita 
25 Audrey Lane, Wynantskill, NY 12198 

i 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
U.S. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the rr 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thnusand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and mal consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Mark Lacivita 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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137PanaasRmd. Milledgeville. G.431061 

November I2W 11:46 AM 

Representative Jim Manhall 
US.HouaeofRepreaentativea 
515 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington. Dc 205l5-Oo01 

SnbjectRe:Federal-State Joint Boardon UnivenalSewiceCCDocket 96-43 

Dear Representative &hall: 

I have seriousconcerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions'(KC)pition to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) mlledion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituent+ including me, my fziends. family and neighbors. 
willbenegatively impactedby theunfa i rchangepropedhy t h e K C .  

&you know,USFiscun.entlgcollectedonaI.svenuebasis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theKCchanges 
thatsystem toaflatfee,that meansthatsomeonewhouaeaonethouMndminutesamonthoflongdistance,payathesame 
amount into~heIund~womeonewhouses~erominutesoflongdistanceamonth Gns t i tuen t swhow their limitedresources 
wisely should not be p e n d i d  for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemang low-lumelong distanceuaer+lilrestudent+p~e~dwi~elessuaers,aeniorcitirensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their hills. Shifting 
thefunding burdenof tbeUSFfromh~hvolumetolow-vol~meuse~sisradicalamdunn~~. 1. addition,it wouldhavea 
h g h l y  detrimental e f f d  on small huaine-all a a m  America. 

TheKee~USFFairCmlition,ofwhichIamamembe~,klceepsmeinformedabout theUSFismewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinformationon theirwebsite, ipcludinglinb toKCinfomat ion .  WhileIamaware that federallawdoes not require 
companies tor-ve*,o2."prrsaalong'thesefees totheircustomen, thereality iathat they do. &a=conaumerIwouldiikeenaul.eI 
amchargedfairly. I f t h e K C g o e s  toanumbelataxedmyae~cewillcwtmore. Andaccordingto theCalit ionirecent 
meetingswith topFCCofficialq theKChasp lans  tochangetoaflat  feesystemsoonandwithout legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentsontheissueandmntinueto~readthewo~dtomycommunity. Irequest youpaso 
along my concerns tothe€CConmybehalf,letting themknowhowaflat f e e t a x c o u l d d i s p ~ ~ ~ i o ~ a t e l y  affect th-in your 
constituency. 

ThankyouforyourmntinuedworkandIlookfonvard tohearing about y o u r p t i o n o n  thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

VirginiaRay 

ce 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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November 1,2005 11:lOAM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
U.S. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin Kapfer 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



416 Laurel lake drive unit # 103, Venice, FL 34292 

November 1,2005 11:25 AM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
317 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me; 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 6om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Josph Parent 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November I ,  2005 1 1 : 1 1 AM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Edward Andres 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Peter S. Jasinski 
341 Quail Run Road, Suffield, CT UblJ/X-I1(14 
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November I ,  2005 1207 PM 

Representative Rob Simmons 
US. House of Representatives 
215 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Simmons: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Peter S. Jasinski 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



3829 Piney Brook DrToganville, GA 30052 

December 1,2005 10:05 AM 

Senator Johnny Isakson 
U S .  Senate 
120 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Isakson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

b 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Gino Zalunardo 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Clinton williams FCC - MAILROOM 
186 evans ave north, keizer, OR 97303 

November 30,2005 1058 PM 

Senator Ron Wyden 
US.  Senate 
230 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Wyden: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this mattet. 

Sincerely, 

Clinton williams 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 


